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Dr. MartinB. Biles,Director
Ditisionof OperationalSafety
U.S. Atomic EnergyCommission
Washington,D.C. 20545 -

‘ Dear Dr. Biles,

We are pleasedto presentour commentsupon “Reportby the Task
Groupon Recommendationsfor Cleanupand Rehabilitationof Enewetak
Atcll”dated 19 April 1974 and sent to us by you on 2 May 1974.We
take strongexceptionto the recommendationsof this Reportand the -
philosophieson which theserecommendationsare based. On the other
hand,we commendthe AEC upon the thoroughscientificwork in this
Reportand in the backupvolumesNVO-140on the Enewetakradiological
survey.

[

In additionto being troubledaboutregulatorymatters,we
disagreewith the recommendationsof this Reportbecauseit is not
in accozdwith wishesand probableneeds of the Enewetakpeople. As
a resultof U.S. cctions,paztsof their landswere alteredand the
Enewetakpeoplewere displacedto accommodateU.S.weaponstesting.
We shouldnow make everyeffortto allowthem a livingpatternto
fit what theyview to be theirneeds. The radiologicaland other
safetyconditionsupon their returnshouldapply to those local
conditions,not necessarilythoseof the U.S.populationwith its
differentradiologicalconditionsand its greateruncertaintiesof
exposures. In factFRC 1, para 7.7 and 7.8, emphasizesthat “there
is no singlep ermissibleor acceptablelevelof exposurewithoutregard
to the reasonsfor permittingthe exposure.” Withinthis context,the
numericalvaluesshouldbe consideredas guideswhichmightbe appro-
priate for a particularactionundercertaincircumstances.Since
permissiblelevelsof exposurefor the Enewetakconditionsare not
clearlyestablished,the U.S. governmentfunctionfor Enewetakwould
be primarilyto assurethat nationalpoliciesare not being exceeded
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or that no harmfuleffectswould resultfromthe proposedaction.
Contraryto this,the recommendationsof this AEC Reportcan be viewed
as non-compliancewith the needsthat the Enewetakpeoplehave clearly
stated,specificallyto occupyEnjebiIsland. Unfortunately,the

1

justificationfor theserestrictionsseem tobe an undulyrestrictive
applicationof criteriathat are largelyarbitraryand probably
inapplicable.

First let us considerthe applicabilityof criteria. With the
radioactive.contaminationbeingbeyondour abilityto turn off or
whollyeliminate,it is an uncontrolledlocalizedcontaminationevent
in the definitionof the FederalRadiationCouncil(FRC). Beingthe
releaseof radioactivematerialfromnuclearexplosionsof many years
ago, the Enewetaksituationis CategoryIII of p. 30 of FRC Staff
ReportNo. 7. For this category,protectiveactionis to be considered
on a case-by-casebasis (p. 38). Any situationresultingin a bone-
marrowdose greaterthan 0.5 rad per year is to be appropriately
evaluated. FRC ReportNo. 7 does not includeany criterionfor bone
dose for this CategoryIII,”but the presentAEC Reportnumerically
uses bone dose criteriato adviseagainstthe desiredreturn of the
Enewetakpeople to the islandof Enjebiand to adviseagainstfull
use of otherislands. This particularcaseof Enjebishouldinsteadbe
individuallyevaluatedon suchbases as relativerisksor costvs.
benefitthat are recurrentlyrequestedin FRC reports. The present
AEC Reportseemswhollyinadequatein such evaluations.

Leavingasidethis genuinequestionof whetherquantitative
applicationof criteriaare groundsfor decisions,one can reviewthe
bases of the numericalvaluesof the radiologicalcriteriaon p. S of
the presentAEC Report. These are laterused in the MC Reportto
restrictthe Enewetakpeople. The FederalRadiationCouncilReportNo. 1
establishesan occupationaldose criteriawhichhas been reducedfrom
the levelat whichbiologicaldamageoccursby a factorof 10. Both
the FederalRadiationCounciland the InternationalCommissionon
RadiationProtectionfurtherreducethe dose levelsfor individuals
in the populationfromthe occupationallevelby a factorof 10. For
Enewetak,the AEC recommendedexposurelevelsfor individualshave
been arbitrarilyreducedby anotherfactorof 2. This reductionresults
in an overallreductionfromthe levelsat which minorbiologicaleffects
have been observedby a factorof ZOO. Furtherthe 4 reinslimitin 30
years for gonadalexposure,an 80% reductionfrom the recommendedgenetic
exposure,doesnot seem to applysincethe half livesof the isotopesof
concernare approximately30 years. This then does not providethe
recurrentgeneticdose for futuregenerationsbeyondthe present
generationwhichwill return.

—

*~orrected to 2070
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Dr. MartinB. Biles .

Based on data in Tables1, 2, 3 and 4 of the reportit is incon-
sistentto excludethe peoplefrom Enjebi. In Table 1 with a living
pattern (D)which requiresimportationofpandanus and breadfruit(III)
the 30 year whole body dose is 4.4 rem. By importingpandanus,bread-
fruit, coconutand tacca (IV)the dose becomes3.7 rem. This is lower
than your 4 rem criteria. In Table 2, the same conditionsapply. If
Table 3were used,and the FRC exposureswere permittedto applynothing
would need to be done (LivingpatternD, CurrentconditionsI). Under
AEC guidesthe importationof pandanusand breadfruitwouldbe required.
By goingto Table 4 and usingthe guidanceapplicableto CategoryIII,
FRC ReportNo. 7 it appearschat LivingPattexmD under currentcon-
ditionswouldbe applicable.Even with the more restrictiveAEC inter-
pretation,LivingPatternD with the importationof pandanus,breadfruit
as in IV would apply.

r ~ Your presentAEC Reportrejectsan undelayedoccupationof Enjebi,as
is desiredby the Enewetakpeople,even thoughthe reductionfactorof

[ Insteadof the restrictiveapproachin the PresentAEC Report,a

two in your proposedcriteriais vulnerableto accusationsthat this
factorconvenientlydelaysthe desiredhabitation,particularlyin view
of (1)the unusuallywell-measuredand well-knownradiologicalsituation.
for Enewetak,(2)the small likelihoodof otherradiationsourcesbeing
introducedinto Enewetakat a rate fasterthan the decayof present
radioactivity,(3)the questionablevalidityof applyingany criteria
on bone dose,and (4)the lackof cost-benefitor relativerisk analyses
in this AEC Report.

(-
broaderrange of rehabilitationpb;sibilitiessh~uldbe availableto
the Enewetakpeoplefor their judgment. The consequencesof eachof
thesepossibilitiesshouldbe clearlymade with the U.S. rolebeing
to tempertheirjudgmenton the basisof well-establishedradiological
effects. To enablesuch choicesto be made objectively,the particularly
prejudicialstatementsin your presentAEC Reportshouldbe modified
ccordingly. Amongthese are:

p. 22: statementthat correctiveactions..... would
constitutean experimentinvolvingEnjebipeople”

p. 23: statementabout“Heroicactionswouldbe requiredto
reconstitutethe remainingsoil ....”on Enjebi
aftercorrectiveactions

p. 23: statementabouta periodas long as 16 to 20 years
(two- eightto ten year periods).... beforethe
islandcouldsupportits inhabitants”

3
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statementaboutbeing *’.... .mableto detemine
anv wav in which exposurescan be broughtwithinthe—. .

“ that is both reliaLleandacceptablecriteria,
feasible,in orderto resettleEnjebi ....”

the opinionthat ..... -recommendationsshouldbe
specificand unequivocal....”for methodsof
resettlingEnewetakAtoll.

1 Encl
DetailCommentson
Task GroupRecommen-
dations

Warm regards, ,4

flkfajorGeneral,USA

(?DeputyDirector
(Operationsand Administration)

. —

Copy furnished:
MSTA, DOI
ASD(ISA)

*
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Dr. Dixy Lee Ray
m
o

Chairman, US Atomic Energy Commission -n_ z
4 N o

Washington, D. C. 20545 =m r~
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w m a

Dear Dr. Ray,
m

.
s;

Soon the AEC staff will present to the Commission recofienda!?cns
for cleanup and rehabilitation of Enewetak. DoD has charged the Defense
Nuclear Agency with the responsibility for the cleanup phase. How we
go about the cleanup will depend on the radiological standards established
by the AEC.

I am concerned with several aspects of this project. Of course, our
primary concern must be the health and welfare of the Enewetak people..If
this were not so there would be no reason for the entire effort and the
United States could simply maintain the status quo. However, this major
concern is complicated by diverse objectives:

a. assurance that no Enewetakese receives radiation doses which
will adversely affect him or future generations,

b. acconunodationof the strong desire of the Enewetakese to
return to Enjebi, one of the islands with a level of radioactivity which
some say cannot be reduced to acceptable levels for residence and agri-
culture.A

(
There is some controversy over what constitutes an acceptable level.

)

Indeed, the people themselves might well prefer a small risk to denial
of their cherished home. Important in this respect is a doubt (at least
in my mind) that we can keep the Enewetakese from living on Enjebi once I

they are resettled on the other nearby islands.
L

I understand your staff-willpr.ese.ntto the Commission some arguments
we have raised; thus, the Cornnissionshould receive the advantage of
different viewpoints. I want to assure you that I will not contest the
standards reconvnendedby the Cornnission. However, I hope they will
consider the entire problem: biological - political - and fiscal, as well
as the social and economic effects on the Enewetakese people if the
standards are such that we cannot resettle them on one of their major
home islands. Finally, I am sure that the Commission will want to assure
itself that marginal health benefitsdo not override the substantial
benefits the Enewetakese would enjoy from more complete use of their land.
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Once these decisions are rea-chedthey must be explained to the
Enewetakese. They must understand any constraints as well as the fact
the project is subject to Congressional approbation. Perhaps that might
prompt the trip I previously suggested we make jointly to Enewetak. Of
course, we would also want to invite the appropriate official from the
Department of the Interior.

I will look forward to discussion of this matter after the Commission
has considered it. Meanwhile, the staff and resources of DNA are available
if further information is required in the decision-making process.

Regards,

I($wiid’
RREN D. JOHNSON

Lieutenant General, USAF
Director

●
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Dear Dr. Biles:

the Task Group reportfor EnewetakThankyou for the latestversionof
Atoll. We foundthatalthoughthe Enjibesituationwas more fully
discussedand variousoptionswere explored,the recommendationshave
not substantiallychangedfromyour reportof FebruarylS 1974.

Althoughwe are disappointedthat the returnto Enjibeappearsto
be postponedfor an undeterminedtime,we deferto the technical
expertsas to the safetyaspects.

We look fomard to a finalreportand recommendationsfrom theAtomic
EnergyCommissionalongwith an EnvironmentalImpactStatementwhich
will enablethe DefenseNuclearAgency,Departmentof the Interior,
and AtomicEnergyCommissionto undertakethe cleanup,rehabilitation
and resettlementbeforetoo much more timepasses.

I want to take
Task Groupand
project.

this opportunityto expressmy appreciationto the -
advisorsfor theirdiligenteffortsput forthon this

?Z&J!=

MartinB. Biles
Director
Divisionof OperationalSafety
U.S. AtomicEnergyCommission
Washington,D.C. 20545
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